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SUBJECT: Draft Module #3: Administration, Parking and Temporary Uses

The purpose of the New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) Joint Committee and subsequent
Community/Planning Commission review of the three modules is for education and to
receive preliminary comments on choices being considered as the City updates its Zoning
Ordinance. The comments received, and direction provided to staff, on the modules will

be used to inform and prepare the Draft Zoning Ordinance for release in late 2016/early
2017.

Module 1: Use Regulations is comprised of three “use” components: 1) base zone

purposes and use regulations; 2) development standards for specific uses; and 3) use
classifications.

Module 2: Development Standards is comprised of three "development standard”

components: 1) base zone development standards; 2) overlay zones; and 3) citywide
development standards

Module 3: Administration, Parking, and Temporary Uses (Attachment 1) is comprised of
administrative provisions including the procedures, criteria and required findings of staff
and the discretionary review authorities, updates to definitions and a new section on rules
of measurement. This module also includes a chapter addressing Parking Regulations
that was originally programmed for inclusion in Module 2: Development Standards
Similar to the earlier modules, tables are used to present information simply and clearly
and, although not yet developed, diagrams will be included for some items.

What's Changing?

Much of the existing Zoning Ordinance content remains the same but, has been

reorganized extensively. With the NZO, the nature of proposed changes range to include
the following:

EXHIBIT A
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* No change to content; just wording, formatting or location within the Ordinance;
+ Content change for ease of use, while maintaining the intent; and
+ New or changed content affecting development and procedures.

In order to focus on changes affecting development regulations or procedures, the items
in the first and second bullets are not discussed in this staff report. Some of the items in
the third bullet are included for discussion, while others are listed in Attachment 2,
because they are simply codifications of existing policies or administrative procedures, or
are otherwise not controversial. Because of the extensive reformatting, editing, and
location changes throughout the document, Module 3 does not lend itself to a readable
“strikeout and underiine” presentation. We recommend that the reader approach Module
3 comprehensively and in its entirety, and augmented with both the Draft Module 1: Use
Regulations and Draft Module 2: Development Standards. References (e.g. “[Ref]’} to
the existing Zoning Ordinance (Santa Barbara Municipal Code Title 28), and proposed
NZO sections are provided in the staff report to aid the reader. Off-street parking and
loading requirements were anticipated for inclusion with Module 2 (proposed Chapter
28.26) however, these development standards are addressed with Module 3.

On Monday, August 29, Martha Miller of Dyett & Bhatia will give an overview of the Draft
Module 3 document that will be subsequently discussed at Community/Planning
Commission Work session in October 2016.

DISCUSSION
I. Administration
A. General

Administrative changes proposed in NZO generally involve reformatting for
consistency and reorganization of existing processes, while the processes themselves
remain the same. One example is the new Chapter titted Common Procedures that
presents in one location, the shared procedures applicable to applications rather than
repeating them in each chapter. When specific application process steps differ or
specific findings apply, those are retained within the applicable chapter.

B. Minor Zoning Exceptions for Errors in Zoning Information Reports

Zoning Information Reports (ZIRs) are required for every transfer of residential
property within the City of Santa Barbara, with some exclusions. Since 2014, planning
staff has worked closely with the Santa Barbara Association of Realtors (SBAOR) and
Planning Commission to address issues that have arisen with the preparation of ZIRs.
Minor Zoning Exceptions (MZEs) have very recently emerged (January 2016) as a
process to address specific discrepancies and errors in previously issued ZIRs. The
MZE process allows the Staff Hearing Officer (SHO) to take administrative action on
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certain ZIR discrepancies without public notice or hearing, provided that certain
findings are made. The SHO action on MZEs is appealable to the Community
Development Director.

The existing Zoning Ordinance includes a subsection in SBMC Ch. 28.92, Variances,
Modifications and Zone Changes, to address Minor Zoning Exceptions for Ermors in
Zoning Information Reports. NZO proposes reorganization with a new chapter titled
Zoning Information Report and including the Minor Zoning Exceptions process (MZE)
as a subsection.

With the changes proposed in NZO, most but not all, of the specific circumstances
under which an MZE might be processed wouid no longer be applicable, as the
improvements in question would be allowed by right. Attachment 3 compares the MZE
with NZO provisions and notes the three instances where a Minor Zoning Exception
would continue to be required in the future to resolve a zoning violation not previously
noted or addressed due to a staff error or discrepancy in a prior ZIR.

Staff deliberated whether the MZE process is still necessary, since most provisions
allowed by the MZE process would be incorporated into NZO. Ultimately, staff decided
that, given the community's time and effort to develop the MZE process and that a few
unique situations are not addressed by NZO, the remaining three instances where
MZEs could be approved has been incorporated into the Zoning Information Reports
chapter, without change to the procedure and findings. However, there are two other

options to address this situation, and staff requests NZO Joint Committee input on the
three options:

Option 1: Use NZO and Minor Modification

This option would eliminate the Minor Zoning Exception process MZEs from the
Zoning Ordinance; and to require applicants to use the Minor Modification process to
address the three instances not allowed by right in NZO.

e The three remaining situations addressed by the MZE process would not be
covered by NZO, and would require a Minor Modification to permit these “left-over
MZE items”. However, the Modification process would be more expensive and
take longer than the MZE process.

Option 2: Retain Minor “left-over” MZE items in the ZIR Chapter as Exceptions

¢ Incorporating a separate provision for the three instances where MZE differs from
NZO is inconsistent with the mission of the NZO to craft an ordinance that is
streamlined, clear, concise and easy to use.

¢ Retaining the three minor “left-over” MZE items in the ordinance would be

consistent with the agreement made among staff, the community, SBOAR and
decision-makers.
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Option 3: Retain the MZE as-is within the NZO and also keep the NZO as crafted

* Retaining the minor “left-over” MZE items in the ordinance would be consistent
with the agreement made among staff, the community, SBOAR and decision-
makers.

¢ Incorporating a separate chapter for MZE is inconsistent with the mission of the
NZO to craft an ordinance that is streamlined, clear, concise and easy to use.
Additionally, the allowances for MZEs are very similar to the allowances for all
structures in NZO, and having similar, but different ordinance sections can be
confusing to siaff, realtors, applicants and the public.

Representatives of SBAOR are aware of staff's consideration of the MZE relationship
to NZO and a meeting to discuss options is being scheduled prior to Planning
Commission review of Module 3. Staff recommends Option 2 as it would retain the
MZE process for the few minor instances not provided for in the NZO Development
Standards (Module 2).

Question to Committee: Does the Committee support Option 2?
[Ref. SBMC §28.92.130, NZO 28.71.080]

Rules of Measurement

Currently, rules of measurement are incorporated into definitions or various standards.
NZO proposes to consolidate and update rules of measurement into a new Chapter,
and to separate them from definitions and standards, where possible. Presently, this
chapter only includes one diagram to clarify how Building Height is measured;
however, additional diagrams will be added for some measuring methods and will be
presented in the comprehensive Draft Zoning Ordinance. Two rules of measurement
warranting discussion are:

e Building Height
¢ Fractions

Building Height

The current definition of Building height is as follows:

“The maximum vertical height of a building or structure at all points
measured from the natural or finished grade, whichever is lower.
Architectural elements that do not add floor area to a building, such as
chimneys, vents, antennae, and towers, are not considered a part of the
height of a building, but all portion of the roof are included.”
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This definition poses some difficulty for some development projects because finished
grade could be the floor of a cellar that is completely below ground. For example, ifa
house with a 20 foot deep, muilti-level cellar were proposed on a fiat lot in a zone with
a 30 foot height limit, the definition above would require that the roof of the building be
a maximum of 10 feet above ground level. This is clearly not the intent of the building

height limitation. NZO proposes to change the way building height is measured to
eliminate this unintended consequence.

NZO proposes to separate definitions from rules of measurement, so NZO proposes
a new definition of building height:

“The vertical distance from a point of the ground below a structure to a point directly
above. See also Section TBC, Measure Height.”

NZO proposes to change the way height is measured as follows:

“Height is the vertical distance measured from existing or finished grade, whichever is

lower, to the top of the structure directly above. Special measurement provisions are
also provided below.

Building height is measured from every point on top of the building roof or roof parapet
to a line directly below that connects to opposite perimeter walls, or the perimeter
support systems, at the lower of existing or finished grade.

Exception: One section of any floor that is partly below and partly above grade, per
exterior elevation, not exceeding five feet in length, may be excluded from the height
calculation to allow for an exterior door or light well.”
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General Rounding (Fractions). Currently, when calculating minimum parking
requirements, fractions of one-half or greater are rounded up to the next whole
number, and fractions of less than one-half are rounded down nearest whole number.
For residential density calculations, except those required by State Bonus Density
Law, fractions are always rounded down.
|

NZO proposes that all parking and density fractions be rounded down to the nearest
whole number (except as allowed by State Bonus Density Law), and with respect to
parking, this approach would be consistent with 2015 Housing Element Policy H.17.1:

Parking Requirements. Consider incremental changes to the Zoning Ordinance
parking requirements such as:

» Rounding down when calculating parking requirements

While fractions are rounded down, if the result of rounding is less than one parking

space, a minimum of one parking space shall be required for every new main building
constructed.

Definitions

Changes include removal, addition and revision of existing definitions with the
objective of eliminating outdated terms, incorporating needed terms and clarifying
others based on staff experience. Additionally, language within definitions that served
as a development standard, has been removed from the definition and incorporated
into NZO Module 2: Development Standards. The following terms are noteworthy:

» Alteration or Remodel [Ref. SBMC 28.04.040]

» Coastal Zone specific section: No change from current definitions in the Coastal
Overlay — S-D-3 Zone [Ref. SBMC Ch. 28.44]

* Park and Recreation Zone-specific section: No change from current P-R Zone
definitions. [Ref. SBMC Ch. 28.37]

» Protection of Solar Access chapter related definitions [Ref. SBMC Ch. 28.11]

* Top of bank: Unchanged except, no longer specific to Mission Creek. [Ref.
SBMC §28.87.250]

¢ Removal of the modifier term “family” and instead, usage of “unit” for example
“single-unit residential zone.” This is consistent with court rulings striking down
definitions of “family” that are narrow or do not accommodate

¢ Other terms with sub-category definitions, for example: “Lot line,” with “Lot line,
front” and “Lot line, interior” or “Street” with “Street, Private” and “Street, Public.”

[Ref. SBMC Ch. 28.04, NZO Ch. 28.55]
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Parking

Parking
NZO proposes a number of significant changes to the Parking Ordinance. This
section of the staff report discusses the following topics:

Parking requirements for nonresidential development
Nonconforming parking
Eating and drinking establishment, outdoor seating
Bicycle parking
Shopping centers
Central Business District boundary
. Other
« Off-site parking for residential development in commercial zones
Accessible parking provided in addition to residential parking
Small residential unit parking reduction
Tandem parking
Valet parking
Parking requirements for specific zones
Central Business District - Elimination of residential guest parking

omMmoamp

A. Parking Requirements for Nonresidential Development

While the majority of nonresidential land uses in the existing Zoning Ordinance are
required to provide parking at a rate of either 1 space per 250 square feet (such as
retaillcommercial/office) or 1 space per 500 square feet of floor area
(industrial/manufacturing), there are a fair number of land uses that have a different
parking rate. Examples include:

« Furniture stores at 1 space per 1,000 square feet,

¢ Sit-down restaurants at 1 space per 250 square feet or 1 space per 3 seats,
whichever is greater,

« Fast food restaurants at 1 space per 100 square feet;

e Liguor stores at 1 space per 333.333 square feet;

+ Automobile service stations at 1 space per 3 grease racks, etc.

NZO proposes to simplify the nonresidential parking requirements, so that a greater
majority of nonresidential land uses are assessed at either 1 space per 250 square
feet or 1 space per 500 square feet (see NZO Table 28.26.040). Because of
circumstances related to specific uses, not all land uses could be put into one of these
two categories. Exceptions include:

e Community Assembly and cinemas/theaters at 1 space per 100 square feet
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= Uses with beds, such as hotels, emergency shelters, skilled nursing facilities

= Outdoor uses, such as nurseries, market gardens, outdoor sales and display,
building materials and services, construction and materials yards

+ Warehousing and self-storage, at 1 space per 2,000 square feet

= Specific uses that warrant a parking requirement be determined by the Public
Works Director in consultation with the Community Development Director

This proposed change simplifies the calculation of required parking, making it easier
for project applicants to calculate parking requirements, and promotes the adaptive
re-use of buildings, in that more land use types could occupy existing buildings without
increasing the parking supply upon change of use.

Staff is proposing a major change to the required parking ratios for food service uses
(sit-down restaurants, fast food restaurants, cafes, ice cream parlors, bakeries,
sandwich shops, etc.) to require the same amount of parking for all food service uses
rather than distinguishing between fast-food (1 space per 100 square feet) or sit-down
restaurants (1 space per 250 square feet), and eliminating parking based on number
of seats (1 space per 3 seats). Staff requests input from the NZO Joint Committee on
the appropriate parking ratio, after considering the following scenarios.

As mentioned above, sit-down restaurants, fast food restaurants and retail uses have
different parking ratios. This difference causes administrative difficulty, uncertainty
among applicants, and a resulting delay to projects because operational details must
be submitted and analyzed. Staff and the applicant usually negotiate over various
aspects, including floor plan configuration, in order to make a determination of the
required number of parking spaces.

Scenario 1 - Is it a sit-down restaurant (1/250 sq. ft. or 1/3 seats) or a fast food
restaurant (1/100 sq. ft.)?

The Zoning Ordinance defines a fast food restaurant as:

“Any establishment whose principal business is the sale of foods, frozen desserts
or beverages to the customer in a ready-to-consume state for consumption either
within the restaurant building or for carry-out with consumption off the premises,
and whose design or principal method of operation includes foods, frozen desserts,
or beverages that are usually served in edible containers or in paper, plastic or
other disposable containers.”

A donut shop, ice cream shop, McDonalds, a Subway-type sandwich shop, or a
Starbucks-type café is clearly a fast food restaurant. Conversely, the Palace Café,
Joe's Café and Paradise Café are clearly sit-down restaurants. However, it is not
clear whether an establishment that serves food at tables (with wait staff) on paper
plates, and that also sells baked goods and espresso drinks to go, is a sit-down or a
fast food restaurant. In these situations, staff requires the submission of operational
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details to make a determination, and the submission and analysis takes considerable
staff time and results in delays for the applicant.

Scenario 2 — Is it retail food sales (1/250 sq. ft.) or a restaurant (1/250 sq. ft. or 1/3
seats)?

As mentioned in Example 1, a sandwich shop is normally considered a fast food
restaurant, but a sandwich counter in a supermarket is not considered a fast food
restaurant. It is considered an ancillary part of a retail food sales use, because itis a
small part of the overall operation. However, when the sandwich counter is a much
larger part of the market (40-50%), the determination becomes difficult. Is a
delicatessen (a combination of food retail and sandwich shop) retail food sales or a
restaurant? |s a butcher shop or a cheese shop that also makes sandwiches a retail
food sales establishment or a restaurant? Even with operational details, it is difficult
for staff to make this determination.

Scenario 3 — Is the number of seats shown in the sit-down restaurant plan plausible?

As mentioned above, the parking ratio for sit-down restaurants is either 1 space per
250 square feet or 1 space per 3 seats, whichever is greater. In nearly every case, 1
space per 3 seats is greater, if the number of seats is plausible. A very common
scenario involves an applicant seeking to open a restaurant in a vacant retail space.
In this example, the space is 1,000 square feet and has 4 parking spaces (conforming
to the retail parking requirement of 1 space per 250 square feet). Due to constraints,
there is no possibility of adding new parking spaces. The restaurant would be required
to have no more than 12 seats (12 seats x 1 parking space/3 seats = 4 parking
spaces). However, the floor plan is such that the kitchen area and restrooms only
take up about 500 square feet, leaving 12 seats to occupy a 500 square foot area (the
size of a large two-car garage). In most restaurant configurations many more than 12
seats are placed within a 500 square foot area. This results in staff and the applicant
engaging in multiple discussions and lengthy negotiations to develop a floor plan that
is plausible. Even so, it is very common for additional seats to be placed in the space

after the business opens, resulting in the site being under-parked and potential related
enforcement actions.

in the Central Business District, where the parking requirement for all land uses is the
same (1 space per 500 square feet), these debates and negotiations are not
necessary, because as long as no new floor area is proposed, the parking required
for a retail shop, a sit-down restaurant or a fast food restaurant is the same; therefore,
parking is not an impediment to changes of use.

Staff believes that most of the issues and uncertainties involved with food service land
uses could be reduced or possibly eliminated if the parking ratio for all food service
uses were the same, similar to the Central Business District. The types of businesses
affected by this change would depend on which parking ratio is established. Staff
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would like to present three options to the NZO Joint Committee to discuss: 1 space
per 100 square feet; 1 space per 250 square feet; and 1 space per 150 or 200 square
feet. In all three options, additions of fioor area would require additional parking
spaces, but some changes of use would not.

Option 1: Parking Ratio of 1 space per 100 square feet for Food Service Land Uses

in this option, all food service land uses would have a common parking ratio of 1 space
per 100 square feet, which is the current parking ratio for fast food restaurants.
Changes of use between food services uses would not require additional parking;
therefore, this option would eliminate uncertainty among applicants, staff, and the
public associated with Scenarios 1 and 3 above, but staff would still need to make a
distinction between food service and retail, discussed in Scenario 2.

Benefits of Option 1:

1. Any existing tenant space currently being used for food service (or any other 1
space per 100 square feet parking ratio) could be used for any other type of
food service, without requiring additional parking spaces.

2. Reduced uncertainty among applicants, staff and the public to accommodate
food service to food service changes of use.

3. This option is much closer to the average parking demand for food service

uses, so there would be less potential for increased parking demand in parking
lots and on streets.

Consequences of Option 1:

1. Continued uncertainty among applicants, staff and the public for changes of
use from retail to food service, as described in Scenario 2 above.

2. Because there are few sites with excess parking in the City, it would be very
difficult to change a use from a non-food service land use to a food service land
use, because much more parking would be required. For example, a 1,000
square foot retail space on a site with 4 parking spaces (conforming to the
requirement of 1 space per 250 square feet) would need to provide 6 additional
parking spaces to change to a food service use (1,000 square feet x 1 space
per 100 square feet for food service = 10 parking spaces required). Thus, it
would likely “lock in” existing food service locations.

As proposed in the Nonconforming Parking Section of this staff report, below,
NZO would make this even more difficult for retail or office spaces with
nonconforming parking, because NZO proposes that when land uses on sites
with nonconforming parking change to a use that requires more parking
spaces, the parking be brought up to code rather than allowing the
nonconforming “credit,” to continue.
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Option 2: Parking Ratio of 1 space per 250 sguare feet for Food Service Land Uses

As with Option 1, all food service land uses would have the same parking requirement.
However, in Option 2, all food service land uses would also have same parking
requirement as retail uses, office uses, and a muiltitude of general commercial-type
land uses in the City. Changes of use between food service uses and retail or other
general commercial uses would not require additional parking spaces; therefore, this
option would eliminate the uncertainty among applicants, staff, and the public
associated with all three scenarios described above (i.e. is it a sit-down restaurant or
a fast food restaurant, etc.).

Benefits of Option 2:
1. Ali the same benefits as Option 1.

2. No uncertainty among applicants, staff, and the public for changes of use
between food service uses and retail uses.

3. Does not “lock in” food service use locations as would occur with Option 1.

Consequences of Option 2:

1. The average parking demand for food service uses is much closer to 1 space
per 100 square feet than 1 space per 250 square feet, so there could be an
increased parking demand in parking lots and on the street.

Option 3: Parking Ratio of 1 space per 150 or 200 square feet for Food Service and
most other General Commercial Land Uses

This option is similar to Option 2, in that all food service land uses, and all general
commercial land uses, such as retail or office uses, would have the same parking
ratio; therefore, changes of use between food service uses and retail or other general
commercial uses would not require additional parking spaces. The difference
between Option 2 and Option 3 is that instead of 1 space per 250 square feet, the
ratio would be either 1 space per 150 square feet or 1 space per 200 square feet. This
option would also eliminate the uncertainty among applicants, staff, and the public
associated with all three scenarios above.

Benefits of Option 3:
1. All the same benefits of Option 2

2. The average parking demand for food service uses is closer to 1 space per 100
square feet than 1 space per 150 or 200 square feet, so there could be an
increased parking demand in parking lots and on the street, although less than
for Option 2; however, the increased parking requirement would only be applied
to new floor area, so this option would have a limited effect on reducing parking
demand
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Consequences of Option 3:

1. All buildings that provided conforming parking at 1 space per 250 square feet
would become nonconforming to the new parking requirement. This may not
be a huge issue, because any proposed land use with the same parking
requirement as an existing land use could occupy the building without adding
more parking, but a goal of the NZO is not to create large numbers of

nonconfaormities. (Goor ;P
2. The average parking demand for food service uses is much closer to 1 space
(‘o.m.’of O . per 100 square feet than 1 space per 260’ square feet, so there could be an
10-6-201( increased parking demand in parking lots and on the street.

3. The increased parking requirement would be applied to new floor area (such
as new buildings or additions) and result in retail and office land uses providing
more parking than needed, as average parking demand for retail uses is
approximately 1 space per 250 square feet.

None of the options would address the recent trend to mix industrial uses with food
service uses (e.g. beer brewing with tasting room; wine manufacturing with tasting
room; coffee roasting with tasting room; wholesale bakery with retail sales, etc.).
However, NZO proposes to codify an existing administrative practice to require such
uses to be separated by physical barriers

Staff requests the NZO Joint Committee's input on the three options. Staff prefers
Option 2, as it would go the furthest to simplify the nonresidential parking
requirements, facilitate the re-use of existing buildings by reducing a barrier to change
land uses in existing tenant spaces, and reduce uncertainty among applicants, staff,
and the public. Staff does not believe that reducing the parking requirement for food
service uses would lead to a significant influx of restaurants. Parking is not an
impediment to changes of use in the Central Business District (CBD), where all land
uses require 1 parking space per 500 square feet, and the CBD continues to provide
a good mix of retail uses, office uses, general commercial uses and food service uses.
Additionally, staff does not believe that reducing the parking requirement for food
service uses would result in a significant increase in demand for parking caused by
restaurants City-wide, because staff believes that the number of seats existing in
restaurants is much greater than shown on plans; therefore the increased parking
demand already exists. However, the change could have impacts to certain areas,
such as the Milpas Street corridor.

Although Option 3 also reduces uncertainty among applicants, staff, and the public for
the three scenarios described on pages 10-12, staff does not recommend it, because
it would cause a large number of buildings that are currently conforming to the parking
requirement to become nonconforming, and it may have other unintended
consequences.
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Option 1 would simplify the nonresidential parking requirement, facilitate more
changes of use than the current parking requirements (by allowing food service uses
to change to other food service uses without requiring additional parking spaces), and
reduce some uncertainty among applicants, staff, and the public. Therefore, if the NZO
Joint Committee does not recommend Option 2 (uniform 1 space per 250 square feet
for most nonresidential land sues), Staff will move forward with Option 1 (1 space per
100 square feet for food service land uses).

[Ref. SBMC 28.90.100.J & K, SBMC 29.90.012.A, NZO Table 28.26.040]

B. Nonconforming Parking

As the City’'s parking requirements for residential and nonresidential uses have
changed over the years, (mostly increasing the number of spaces required), a large
number of sites have become nonconforming to current parking requirements. The
current Zoning Ordinance addresses how to evaluate sites with nonconforming
parking in the case of: 1) proposed additions to buildings on a site with nonconforming
parking, and 2) a proposed change of use on a site with nonconforming parking. The
first provision is proposed to be refined, and the second is proposed to be changed.

Additions to Buildings with Nonconforming Parking

The current requirement is that if additions are proposed to a building on a site with
nonconforming parking, additional parking must be provided for the addition, and if the
cumulative additions since July 15, 1980 exceed 50% of the floor area that existed
prior to that date, the parking must be brought up to current code for the entire site.
Staff believes that the objective of this requirement is to allow a limited amount of
additions on a site before requiring the parking to be brought up to current
requirements, which works well for nonresidential projects because parking is
assessed on a square footage basis. Staff does not recommend changing the
provision of the code as it applies to nonresidential development. However, the same
approach doesn't work well with residential projects, because parking is assessed
either per unit (single unit residential or duplex) or per bedroom (multi-unit residential),
regardless of the size of the unit.

Example: Single Unit Residential

The parking requirement for a single unit residence (house) is two covered parking
spaces, no matter the size of the house. Therefore, a 400 square foot house and
a 4,000 square foot house have the same parking requirement, and a 51% addition
to either house would trigger the requirement that parking be brought up to
standards. It is not equitable or reasonable that a 4,000 square foot house could
be increased in size by up to 2,000 square feet (resulting in a 6,000 square foot
house) without bringing parking up to code, and a 400 square foot house could
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only add up to 200 square feet (resulting in 600 square foot house) without bringing
the parking up to code.

In order to provide more equity in this provision of the Zoning Ordinance, Staff
proposes the following changes: Single Unit Residential can be expanded to result in
a maximum of 1,800 square feet without bringing the site up to the cumrent parking
standards. The current provision would sfill apply to houses already over 1,800
square feet. The 1,800 square foot threshold was chosen based on the Maximum Net
Floor Area (Floor to Lot Area Ratio) described in One-Family Residence Zones
(SBMC §28.15.083).

Example: Multi-Unit Residential

The current provision does not address larger additions to existing units within
multi-family development. For example, a triplex consisting of a 500 square foot
studio, a 700 square foot 1-bedroom, and a 900 square foot 2-bedroom unit exists
on a lot with 3 parking spaces. The parking requirement for this triplex is 5 spaces
(1.25 spaces for the studio + 1.5 spaces for the 1-bedroom unit + 2 spaces for the
2-bedroom unit = 4.75 spaces, which rounds up to 5 spaces. The floor area of the
units is not used to calculate the required parking). The total floor area on site is
2,100 square feet; therefore, an addition of 1,050 square feet could be allowed
without triggering the parking being brought up to code. If the 1,050 square foot
addition was proposed to the 2-bedroom unit, it would result in a 1,950 square foot
2-bedroom unit without any additional parking being required.

In order to be more equitable, to effect a gradual increase in the number of parking
spaces provided, and to be more consistent with the single unit residential approach,
the NZO proposes the following changes: The current 50% rule would apply to each
unitin a Two-Unit Residential development, a Multi-Unit Residential development, and
residential units that are part of mixed-use developments; however, any unit can be
expanded to result in a maximum of 970 square feet each without bringing the parking
up to current parking standards for that unit. The 970 square foot threshold was
chosen by staff as it relates to the Average Unit-Size Density (AUD) Program; 970
square feet is the maximum unit size that would allow up to 36 units per acre in the
High Density tier.

Change of Use to Buildinqs with Nonconforming Parking

The current requirement is that if a change of use is proposed to a building on a site
that is nonconforming to parking, and the new use requires more parking spaces, only

! For a small lot of less than 4,000 square feet, the maximum net floor area is 2,200 square feet and development
is precluded if the net floor area on the lot will exceed 85% of the maximum net floor area. Multiplying the 85%
limit with the 2,200 square feet limit results in 1,870 square feet.
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the incremental increase in required parking spaces that results from the change of
use must be provided. The change of use does not trigger a requirement that the site
be brought up to current code requirement, as described in the following example.

Example 1: Industrial Building with Nonconforming Parking to Retail Building

A 2,500 square foot industrial building is on a lot with 2 parking spaces. The
current parking requirement for industrial use is 1 space per 500 square feet;
therefore, the cument requirement is 5 parking spaces, and the site has a
nonconforming, “credit,” of 3 spaces. A change of use to retail is proposed. The
current parking requirement for retail use is 1 space per 250 square feet; therefore
the current parking requirement for the retail use would be 10 parking spaces.
However, only 5 additional spaces (+ 2 existing spaces = a total of 7 spaces) would
be required since the site was already nonconforming by 3 spaces (10 spaces
currently required — 3 space credit — 2 spaces existing = 5 additional spaces need
to be provided). The nonconformity of 3 spaces would remain.

If a change of use does not require more parking spaces, then the new use may
occupy the building and not provide additional parking; however, if a change of use
results in less parking required than the previous use, the reduction is absorbed,
reducing the nonconformity, and the original use could not be re-established on the
site without providing additional parking in the future. No changes are proposed to
this provision.

Example 2: Retail Building with Nonconforming Parking to Industrial then back to
Retail

A 2,500 square foot retail building is on a lot with 3 parking spaces, and is
nonconforming by 7 spaces (10 spaces would be required). A change of use to
industrial is proposed, and the new parking requirement is 5 spaces (1 space per
500 square feet). The industrial use could occupy the building and the lot would
remain nonconforming to current parking requirements, but only by 2 spaces
instead of 7.

Later, if a change of use is proposed back to retail, the parking requirement would
again be 10 spaces, and 5 additional parking spaces would need to be provided in
order to allow the change of use from industrial to retail (10 spaces required for
retail — 3 existing spaces — 2 space credit = 5 spaces need to be provided).

For projects that involve changes of use that require more parking spaces, Staff
proposes that the change of use only be allowed if the parking is brought up to code,
rather than allowing a continuation of the nonconforming parking, and only requiring
the additional incremental parking to be provided. In Example 1 above, the change of
use from a 2,500 square foot industrial building on a site with two parking spaces (5
spaces required by current code, and a nonconforming credit of 3 spaces) to a 2,500
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square foot retail building (10 spaces required by current code) would require the
provision of eight additional parking spaces (10 required spaces - 2 existing space =
8 spaces need to be provided).

This is a major change to this provision of the current ordinance; however, with the
overall simplification of parking requirements proposed in NZO (the vast majority of
uses would be assessed at either 1 space per 250 square feet or 1 space per 500
square feet, and maybe one additional category, depending on the outcome of the
food service discussion). It would actually affect far fewer land use types than it does

currently, because very few land uses would have a different parking requirement
{See Table 28.26.040 in NZO).

The main reason that Staff is recommending this change is to protect and maintain
properties devoted to industrial/manufacturing use. Currently, because any
nonconforming parking “credits™ are carried forward with a proposed change of use
from industrial/manufacturing to retail, office, restaurant, bar, wine-tasting, etc., it is
easier to propose these types of conversions. If an applicant were required to bring a
site completely up to current parking standards for such a change of use, it would be
more challenging and as a result, Staff believes that more industrial/manufacturing
uses would remain.

Depending on the outcome of the food service discussion (whether they be assessed
at 1/100, 1/200, or 1/250 square feet), this proposed change could also affect a
change of use between retail and food service. If the food service parking requirement
ends up being the same as the retail parking requirement (for example, all retail and
food service are parked at one space per 250 square feet), this proposed provision
would not affect a change of use between retail and food service; however, if the food
service parking requirement ends up being greater than the retail parking requirement
(1/100 or 1/200), this provision would make it even more difficult to convert a retail
space to a food service use than it is currently, because even more parking spaces
would be required.

Demolition and Reconstruction of Nonconforming Buildings

The current Zoning Ordinance allows existing buildings nonconforming to setbacks,
yards, building height, etc., to be demolished and rebuilt, either voluntarily or as a
result of a natural disaster; however, it is not clear whether the nonconforming parking
can be continued with such a demolition. NZO proposes to make clear that a building
on a site that does not conform to current parking requirements may be demolished
and rebuilt without providing any additional parking spaces.
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C. Eating and Drinking Establishment, Outdoor Seating

Parking for outdoor dining is not currently addressed in the Zoning Ordinance. NZO
proposes to codify a slightly modified version of a long-standing administrative policy.
The current policy states that as long the number of seats outside of an eating and
drinking establishment is less than 50% of the number of seats inside, parking spaces
do not have to be provided for the outdoor seats. For exampie, if a restaurant has
100 seats inside the building, it could have up to 50 seats outside without triggering
the requirement for additional parking spaces; however, if 60 seals were proposed
outside, parking spaces would have to be provided for all 60 outdoor seats. The

reason for the current policy is that outdoor seating is used less than indoor seating,
due primarily to weather.

Because NZO proposes to change the parking ratio for sit-down restaurants from a
per seat basis to a per square foot basis, NZO proposes that as long as the square
footage of the outdoor seating area is less than 50% of the indoor seating area,
parking spaces do not have to be provided for the outdoor seating area. If the outdoor
seating area is greater than 50% of the indoor seating area, then parking shall be
provided at half the rate of the indoor parking, except for outdoor seating in the public
right-of-way. For example, if the food service parking requirement is 1 space per 250
square feet, as preferred by staff, if the outdoor seating area is greater than 50% of
the indoor seating area, parking for the outdoor seating area would be assessed at a
rate of 1 space per 500 square feet.

Currently, outdoor seating for restaurants in the Central Business District does not

require parking, regardless of its relation to the amount of indoor seating, and no
change is proposed to this requirement.

D. Bicycle Parking

The current Zoning Ordinance requires one bicycle parking space for each seven
vehicle parking spaces required for commercial and industrial uses. NZO proposes
to require long term and short term bicycle parking as specified in the Required Off-
Street Parking Spaces Table 28.26.040. “Long term” bicycle parking is covered,
secured, and intended for use by residents, employees or students for long time
periods. “Short term” bicycle parking is uncovered, and intended for use by business
patrons, visitors and guests for shorter time periods.

NZO proposes that sites that are nonconforming to the minimum number of long or
short term bicycle parking spaces shall provide conforming bicycle parking for all new
buildings constructed, reconstructed, or when any addition or alteration results in a
requirement for additional automobile parking spaces. Additionally, because the
current Zoning Ordinance only requires bicycle space when vehicle parking spaces %
are required, no new bicycle parking is required for a change of use (ifit doesn’t trigger
additional automobile parking spaces) even though such a change of use would be a
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most appropriate time to provide additional bicycle parking. To remedy this shortfall,
NZO proposes to require short term bicycle parking for any project that includes a

change of use, subsiantial exterior remodel, or alterations to the existing parking
areas. ‘

in the Central Business District, recognizing that most development is constructed lot

line to lot line, short term bicycle parking is not proposed to be required on private lots
for any uses on State Street and in the first block east or west of State Street.

NZO would allow reductions to the required number of bicycle parking spaces, in the
form of a Waiver, if deemed appropriate by the Public Works Director, due to
inadequate site space on existing development or other criteria, such as a land use
with a lower demand for bicycle parking.

For nonresidential development, NZO proposes to allow the conversion of up to 2
existing or required new uncovered automobile parking spaces to bicycle parking. At
least six bicycle parking spaces need to be provided for each converted automobile
parking space, and a parking lot must have at least 7 automobile parking spaces in
order to convert one automobile parking space to bicycle parking, and it must have at
last 14 automobile parking spaces in order to convert 2 of them to bicycle parking. A
similar provision is proposed for motorcycle parking, with a ratio of two motorcycle
parking spaces provided for each automobile parking space converted.

[Ref. NZO 28.26.050.D. & E., NZO 28.26.070]

NZO also proposes a new requirement for long term bicycle parking for multi-unit

residential development at a rate of one space per dwelling unit. This supports 2011
Circulation Element Policy C7.7 that reads,

“Require all multi-family and commercial projects to be designed to meet the needs
of bicyclists (e.qg., secure parking, storage, lockers, showers, efc. )

[Ref. SBMC 28.90.100.L, NZO Table: 28.26.040 Required Off-Street Parking Spaces]

E. Shopping Centers

NZO proposes to include a provision for “shopping center” by defining the term as five
or more integrated, attached, commercial establishments managed as a unit and with
shared on-site parking. Shopping centers would be allowed to provide required off-
street parking spaces at a rate of one space per 250 square feet of floor area of all
buildings occupied with a commercial use, even if a higher minimum parking
requirement is indicated in the Table: Required Off-Street Parking Spaces for
individual uses. This provision would not apply to the following uses: Hotels and
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Extended Stay Hotels, Residential, Public and Semi-Public, Industrial, or
Transportation, Communication and Utilities. This would codify an existing practice
that has been used by staff for over a decade and implements, at a smaller scale, the
same logic applied to a mix of uses within the CBD providing parking at the same ratio.

[Ref. SBMC §28.90.100.C. & D., NZO Ch. 28.55 "“Shopping Center’, NZO
28.26.040.B.2]

F. Central Business District Boundary

The Central Business District (CBD) is a defined area in the commercial downtown
core delineated on a map in Chapter 28.90 of the Zoning Ordinance.

Major citywide amendments to the parking standards were made in 1980 with
additional parking required for many uses. Recognizing the downtown core as a
destination where employees and patrons often park once to visit multiple nearby
businesses, properties in the C-2 General Commercial Zone (which comprises most
of the CBD) were allowed to continue providing off-street parking at a uniform ratio of
one space per 500 square feet of building floor area regardiess of use, while the
commercial parking rates of most other areas of the city were raised to one space per
250 square feet.

In 1992, City Council formally established “Zones of Benefit* within the CBD, which
allowed further reduced parking based on proximity to public parking lots. Within a
Zone of Benefit, the number of required parking spaces is reduced based on the
property's percent of benefit depicted on the Zone of Benefit map. For example, if a
property is located adjacent to a public parking lot, the site is within a 100% Zone of
Benefit and no parking is required to be provided on site, since parking is considered
to be provided by the adjacent public parking source. No changes to the Zones of
Benefit maps are proposed.

Staff is proposing changes to the CBD boundary, as depicted in Attachment 5 and
associated regulations based on the following General Plan direction:

Circulation Element Policy C.7: “Manage parking Downtown fo reduce congestion,
increase economic vitality, and preserve Santa Barbara's quality of life.”

Circulation Element Implementation Action C7.2: “Update the boundary of the

delineated area of the Central Business District to include more of the commercial
area.”

Housing Element Implementation Action 17.1: Consider incremental change to the
Zoning Ordinance parking requirements such as: ... Eliminating guest parking
requirements for housing in the Downtown Commercial area”
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The CBD is currently bounded generally by Arrellaga Street, Garden Street, Highway
101, and De la Vina Street.

The proposed CBD boundary, as depicted in the attached map, reflects expansion to
include additional commercially-zoned parcels located generally within two blocks of
core downtown parking lots. The expanded area includes six partial blocks with C-2
zoning located between De la Vina and Bath and Sola and De la Guerra Streets, three
blocks with C-M zoning located between Santa Barbara and Garden Street and
Ortega and Gutierrez, two partial blocks with C-2 zoning located between Anacapa
and Garden and Sola and Victoria, and four partial blocks with R-O between Santa
Barbara and Garden and Sola and Carrillo.

This downtown area is walkable and well-served by transit and existing and planned
bicycle facilities, reducing the overall baseline parking demand. Any residual demand
for parking is expected to be met within two blocks walking distance with sufficient
public parking supply available for the proposed CBD expansion. The current CBD
boundary includes a 3 block area between Ortega and Carrillo and Santa Barbara and
Garden located two blocks from downtown Parking Lots 8 and 9. The Zoning
Ordinance also allows for off-site parking to be provided for office, commercial, and
mixed-use developments within a walking distance of 500 feet (approximately one City
block) by right and within a walking distance of 1,250 feet (approximately two and a
half city blocks) with Transportation Manager approval, citywide.

For mixed-use projects in the CBD, the residential parking requirement is a minimum
of one space per unit and no guest parking is required. A proposed amendment to
the CBD regulations would also eliminate the requirement for residential guest parking
for residential-only projects consistent with General Plan direction as described in
earlier in this staff report.

Bicycle parking requirements are also proposed to change from one bicycle parking
space per seven required automobile parking spaces to defined ratios per use citywide
with new requirements for long-term and short-term bicycle parking that would
increase bicycle parking in the CBD. In the CBD, the current standard results in one
bicycle parking space per 3,500 square feet of building area, which is considered to
be inadequate downtown. Because of the availability of public-supplied bicycle
parking on and near State Street downtown and to encourage the siting of new
buildings at the back of sidewalk in the State Street corridor, the proposed ordinance
does not require short term bicycle parking on State Street and in first block east and
west of State Street in the CBD.

G. Other Parking

Off-Site_Parking for Residential Development in Commercial Zones. The current
Zoning Ordinance allows off-street parking spaces to be located up to 500 feet walking
distance from the associated office, commercial, industrial or mixed use development,
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or up to 1,250 feet walking distance if approved by the Public Works Director. For
mixed use developments, only the nonresidential portion of required parking may be
provided off-site. NZO proposes language to also allow off-site parking for residential
uses in a mixed-use development, within 500 feet walking distance from the use, or
up to 1,250 feet walking distance if approved by the Public Works Director. This
supports Possible Implementation Action to be Considered C7.6 of the 2011
Circulation Element that recommends action to,

“Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow residential required parking off-site in
commercial zones.”

Staff discussed the possibility of allowing off-site parking for purely residential projects,
and some had concemns that the provision of off-site parking for residential uses would
detract from the day-to-day experience of the residents; therefore, Staff requests NZO
Joint Committee input on this topic.

Question to Committee: Shall NZO incorporate provisions to allow off-site parking
for residential uses in a commercial zone, either in mixed-use developments or purely
residential developments? If so, what percentage of required parking and what
walking distances should be considered? Shall this apply to only multi-unit residential
development or, single and duplex units as well?

[Ref. SBMC §28.90.001.R, NZO 28.26.060.A & B.]

Accessible Parking Provided in Addition to Residential Parking. Analysis of Average
Unit-size Density (AUD) Incentive Program projects has identified an unintended
consequence of only requiring one parking space per dwelling. For larger projects
that also require signed, accessible parking spaces, unless a resident has a disabled
parking placard, the result is less than a ratio of one parking space per unit. For
example, a 20 unit AUD project requires 20 parking spaces. Regulations regarding
accessible parking require that one of the parking spaces be signed and striped for
accessible parking only. Unless one of the residents is able to use the accessible
parking space, one occupant does not get a parking space on site.

NZO proposes to remedy this unintended consequence by requiring, for new
residential development only, if one or fewer parking spaces are required per
residential unit and if signed, accessible parking spaces are also required, then the
accessible parking space(s) must be provided in addition to the minimum number of
parking spaces required per residential unit. This has been added to ensure that at
least one parking space per unit is provided if that was the intent of the applicable
parking standard. For existing development, conversion of existing spaces to
accessible parking spaces which results in fewer parking spaces on the lot than
required will continue to be allowed.
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Question to Committee: Staff requests Committee input on this proposed provision
to ensure that there would be not less than one parking space per unit while
accommodating accessible parking in new residential development only

[Ref. NZO 28.26.030.F]

Small Residential Unit Parking Reduction

The current parking requirement for a residential unit in a development constructed at
base density (i.e., not using the AUD Incentive Program) is between 1.25 uncovered
and 2 covered spaces, depending on the bedroom count and configuration of the unit.
NZO proposes that residential units of 600 square feet or less of livable floor area,
excluding covered parking, and with no more than one bedroom, would be required to
provide at least one uncovered parking space per unit, rather than the 1.25-2 spaces
currently required. This provision is proposed because the parking demand for a unit
this small is 1 space, and it recognizes that a requirement for two covered parking
spaces, totaling at least 400 square feet in area, may not be appropriate from either a
land use efficiency perspective or scale of development for a small residence.

Currently, single-unit and two-unit developments require two parking spaces per unit,
one of which must be covered, regardless of unit size. NZO proposes to allow
uncovered parking for these small (less than 600 square feet of livable area) single-
unit and two-unit residential development because uncovered parking would
incentivize these smaller units, and they would likely qualify for the existing ordinance
exception to provide covered parking allowed for houses that are less than 80% of the
maximum Floor Area Ratio. Furthermore, given the small size of the residential unit,

it is more likely that covered parking would be used for storage or other uses, and not
for parking.

[Ref. SBMC Ch. 28.90, NZO 28.26.050.G.]

Tandem Parking. The Zoning Ordinance currently allows tandem parking for mixed-
use developments if each set of tandem parking spaces is assigned to a single
residential unit. NZO proposes to continue this, and also allow multi-unit residential
and nonresidential uses to utilize tandem parking, with certain limitations. Included
among the residential use limitations is that no more than two automobiles shall be
placed one behind the other and tandem parking shall not be used for guest parking.
Nonresidential uses that would be allowed to utilize tandem parking are limited to the
following: Hospitals and Clinics, Medical and Dental Offices, and Hotels and Extended
Stay Hotels, with the limitations that nonresidential use parking lots using tandem

parking must contain a minimum of 20 parking spaces, and the tandem parking must
be valet parked.

[Ref. SBMC 28.90.045.D, NZO 28.26.090.E.]
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Valet Parking. Valet parking, whether occurring on- or off-street, is not currently
regulated by the City and has caused some issues, especially with customer drop-off
and pick-up on City streets. NZO includes provisions to allow valet parking on private
property, but prohibits the use of any street or City-owned parking facilities for the
pick-up and drop-off activities; requires that drop-off lanes and associated kiosks not
adversely impact the on-site parking and intemal circulation of the parking lot or
encroach into fire lane access; requires that valet operations may not reduce or
interfere with any parking spaces required for any other use; and requires that a
parking attendant will be on duty at all times. No automobile queuing or parking is
allowed in travel lanes at any time. Any variations from the requirements must first be
approved pursuant to a waiver by the Public Works Director. Ordinance provisions to
allow valet parking in the public right of way are being considered by the Public Works

Department.
[Ref. NZO 28.26.090.F.]

Parking Requirements for Specific Zones. The current Zoning Ordinance includes
special parking requirements for the following specific zones:

Restricted Commercial zone (C-P),

Research and Development and Administrative Office zone (C-X),
Senior Housing zone (S-H),

Upper State Street Area Special District zone (S-D-2),

Hazardous Waste Management Facility Overlay zone (HWMF), and the
Park and Recreation zone (PR).

NZO proposes to eliminate these special parking requirements, and incorporates the
uses into the required parking table. For instance, parking for the C-X Zone will be
required at the Research and Development land use ratio of 1 space per 500 square
feet. The proposed changes are summarized in Attachment 4 Parking Requirements
for Specific Zones, as are proposed changes to the Warehouse and Mini-Warehouse
land uses.

Central Business District — Elimination of Residential Guest Parking

Currently, the Zoning Ordinance requires the provision of 1 guest parking space per
four residential units in developments with more than 6 units. However, guest parking
spaces are not required for Average Unit Density program development, and mixed-
use developments in the Central Business District. NZO proposes that residential-
only developments in the CBD shall not be required to provide guest parking,
consistent with Housing Element Policy H17.1 that reads in part,
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H.17.1 Parking Requirements, Consider incremental changes to the Zoning
Ordinance parking requirements such as:

» Eliminating guest parking requirements for housing in the Downtown
commercial area. ..

[Ref. NZO §28.26.050.8.1.b]

V. Temporary Uses

The current Zoning Ordinance provides some limited guidance for temporary uses.
Seasonal holiday sales (e.g., Christmas trees or Halloween pumpkins) are permitted
in the existing C-P (Restricted Commercial), C-2 (Commercial), C-M (Commerdial
Manufacturing), M-1 (Light Manufacturing) and P-D (Planned Development) zones
subject to prior approval and certain restrictions. Temporary uses that are of a more
significant, community-wide nature (e.g. farmer's market) are currently addressed
through a Conditional Use Permit. Staff have observed an increased frequency of
temporary events, typically affiliated with food and drink establishments; NZO

proposes to present a clearer path for review and approval of temporary uses and
structures.

The proposed Temporary Uses Chapter includes a “Purpose” recognizing that certain
temporary uses benefit the community and should be allowed, provided that short-
term negative effects are minimized. Also new, would be four distinct processes to
address temporary uses and structures:

1. Exempt. This category includes garage sales, non-profit fund raising and events
already exempt or subject to other City Temporary Use Permits (e.g., Parks and
Recreation Department Permit, Parade permit, etc.) A Zoning Clearance is not
required for Exempt events.

2. Zoning Clearance. With some limitations, temporary structures, seasonal sales in
certain zones (same as current), certain special events and sales, and single mobile
food vendors on a lot would be subject to this level of review. A recent example of a
temporary structure that would be reviewed at this level is the mobile, temporary Tesla
showroom that was erected for 30-days near the corner of Chapala and Carrillo
Streets. Depending on the use or structure, zoning clearance may be in the form of a
standard plan check, zoning affidavit, letter of acknowledgement or other record.

3. Performance Standard Permit (PSP). Temporary uses that do not meet the
standards for exemption or a Zoning Clearance may be considered for approval
through a PSP. Examples include events that are more frequent, involve larger
operations or lengthier hours, such as events with multiple mobile food vendors. This
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process would involve review by the Staff Hearing Officer, consistency with findings
and, potentially, conditions of approval.

4. Conditional Use Permit {CUP). Temporary uses or structures that would affect a
broader area other than the nearby neighbors, would occur more than 12 times in one

year, or would occur over multiple years would be subject to the CUP requirements
(see NZO Ch. 28.57).

Mobile food vending (on private property) allowances were initially being developed in
a standalone chapter; however, those provisions are deemed more suitable for
inclusion within the broader Temporary Uses Chapter proposed. Revisions to the
City's existing regulations of mobile food vending on the street are underway in-a
separate work program lead by the City Attorney’s Office.

Staff views the proposed NZO categorization of temporary uses and structures as a
step toward clearer understanding by the public and staff, as well as an improved

means of evaluating proposals, so that they are consistent with community
expectations.

[Ref. SBMC §28.97.290, §28.94.030, NZO 28.26.350, NZO Ch. 28.57]

Open Yard

In NZO Module 2 (Development Standards), staff presented several iterations of
changes to the Open Yard requirements. The first iteration included common open
yard area based on the number of units, to be more equitable with the private outdoor
living space option. Members of the NZO Joint Committee expressed concemn that
the proposed regulations would make it more difficult to provide multi-family housing,
primarily because of the proposed increase in common outdoor living space.

In response, in the next iteration, staff suggested a major change, such that open yard
would no longer be regulated based on zone, but rather on the unit type (single-unit
or two-unit residential, and multi-unit or mixed-use residential). In that iteration,
changes to the single-unit and two-unit residential open yard requirements were not
significant. The major change was to the multi-unit residential open vyard
requirements. Members of the Planning Commission expressed concern that the any
proposed change would interfere with the Average Unit-size Density Incentive
Program (AUD) experiment, in that it would change rules mid-stream, so the resulis
of projects using the existing open yard rules and those using the proposed rules could
not be easily compared.

In response to the Planning Commission’s expressed concerns, staff amended the
NZO Open Yard provisions, so that very few differences remain between the proposed
open yard regulations and the existing regulations. Staff believes that the proposed
method of calculating open yard is much easier to understand and calculate, while
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retaining the underlying goal of providing adequate open yard, and most of the
provisions of the existing open yard regulations. The changes to the proposed open
yard regulations are summarized in the tables below.

Summary of Changes to the Multi-Unit Residential Open Yard Requirements

Current Zoning Ord. Proposed by NZO Comment
| 1.Method A — “Private 1. Open Yard
Outdoor Living Space
Method” _
a. Private Outdoor Living | a. Private Open Yard - No Change
Space — provided per! provided per unit, by
unit, by number of) number of bedrooms.
bedrooms. ;
b. Open Space — 10% of b.Open Yard—15%ofthenst|  This change results in a_
the net lot area; lot area; includes setbacks; | modest overall reduction

excludes setbacks; no
minimum dimension.

10'x10° minimum |
dimension.

in open space, but an
increase in useable open 5
space, because of the

| 10x10'minimum
! j dimension.

c. Common Open Area —| c¢. Common Open Area - Not ' This is a relaxation of the
15'x15’' area, required Required existing regulations. The
for 4+ units. 10 x 10° area of

subsection “b" above
1 provides for at least one
| larger area.
| 2.Method B - “Common | 2. Alternative Open '

Yard i
Outdoor Living Space | |
Method” ’ |

——

I design allowed
| L e ] Y (e

' a. Common Outdoor
Living Space - 15% of
| the net lot area; includes

setbacks; one area

20'x20"; no  minimum |
dimensions on the |
remainder. '

In lieu of the private open
yards, the appropriate
Design Review board may |
approve a Common Open |
Yard if equivalent open yard |
areas are provided.

This is the functional
equivalent of the existing |
Common Outdoor Living |
Space requirement. The |
main difference is that this |
option is not available by |
right; it must be approved |
by a Design Review
Board, and the approval
must be based on a
finding that the common
area provided is
equivalent to the required
private open yards.
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How would these changes affect Average Unit-Size Density (AUD) projects?

Staff believes that the open yard incentives for AUD projects in commercial zones are
functionally equivalent to the current outdoor living space incentives, as described in the

two tables below (AUD projects in non-commercial zones do not have any open yard
incentives).

The AUD Open Yard Development Incentives provided for in the ENT and
PROPOSED ordinance are shown in underline bold font in the table below.

mmercial Zone: CURREN

A. Private Ouidoor Living e Private Outdoor Living Space required for each unit
Space Method 10% of the lot area as Open Space (optional
15" x15" Common Open Area required for 4+ units

B. Common Outdoor Living e 15% of the lot area (including the 20'x20" area) as common

Space Method outdoor living space allowed on grade or any floor of
building
AUD in Commercial Zones * PROPOSED
Open Yard Area . » Private Open Yard required for each unit |
» 15% of the lot area as Open Space {optional) }
!

'+ 15' x 15° Common Open Area - not required

é e Alternative Designs may be approved by the Design Review |
Boards to provide 15% of the lot area as Common Open Yard, |
with a minimum 20'x20’ area, allowed on grade or any floor |

of building. and without the minimum 10°x10’ dimensions
[ for the remainder.

*Pm;ecu developed with market rate condominium wnits on lots des:gna.red Medmm-HJgh Den.s'lty Residential

and subject to the 5-D-2 overlay zone shall observe the Qutdoor Living Space requirements required by the
applicable base zone.

Staff recommends that the NZO Joint Committee find the proposed regulations
substantially similar to the existing regulations, and move forward with the new rules.
However, if the NZO Joint Committee believes that the open yard requirements for the
AUD program should not be changed at all, then staff recommends that the existing
open yard regulations be copied into the AUD Ordinance, so the proposed rules would
apply to all non-AUD multi-unit development (and to future multi-family development
after the conclusion of the AUD experiment), but the existing rules would continue to
apply to AUD projects. An alternative would be to allow AUD projects to choose
between the proposed rules and the existing rules.
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Questions to Committee:

1. Shall the proposed Open Yard changes, which may differ from the existing AUD
regulations, be moved forward for further consideration by the Planning Commission?

Or if not,

2. Shall the NZO retain the existing Open Yard requirements for AUD projects and
employ the proposed Open Yard for non-AUD projects?

[Ref. SBMC §28.15.060, SBMC §28.18.060, SBMC §28.21.081, and NZO Module 2,
Ch. 28.23]

Sustainable Living Research Initiative (SLRI)

Staff met with representatives of the Sustainable Living Research Initiative (SLRI)
several times to discuss existing City policies and to clarify the group’s request for a
Zoning Ordinance Amendment. The basic request is for a program or performance-
based approval that would allow for an experimental residential development with
relaxed zoning standards in order to meet sustainability goals, with a roll-back
provision if the development did not meet the goals. The proposal includes tracking
the experimental development to determine whether it was successful, i.e., that the
relaxed zoning standards achieved the sustainability goals.

It appears that a new type of Zoning Modification and/or a Performance Standard
Permit (PSP) would be appropriate paths for a SLRI request, since it involves relaxed
zoning standards (e.g., reduced setbacks, parking requirements) and a mechanism to
track and report success against agreed-upon sustainability objectives. However,
defining the scope and applicability of such requests would be difficult, and the roll-
back provision presents challenges of its own.

In order to determine what types of projects would qualify for the Modification or PSP,
the SLRI group envisions a set of criteria for sustainability that projects would be
measured against. Examples of such criteria could include: x% less water usage
than a comparable project, y% less energy use, or z% less runoff than allowed by the
City's Storm Water Management Program (SWMP). The SLRI group envisions a City-
sponsored committee made up of members of staff, the development community, and
representatives of UCSB that would vet projects against the sustainability criteria to

determine whether the project could be supported and recommended for approval of
the Zoning Modification or PSP.

In order for the roll-back provision to be effective, there are a number of difficult and
potentially expensive items that would have to be addressed:
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1) Two plans would need to be developed and approved at the outset: one for the
experimental development, and one that complies with all current Building Codes and
Zoning standards if the experiment is not successful;

2) Clear criteria for project review and approval would need to be developed, as well
as benchmarks for determining success. The SLRI group envisions that the City-
sponsored committee would analyze the projects against the established criteria, but
creating the benchmarks will be difficult, as evidenced by the discussions attempting
to define the success of the AUD program;

3) Funding would need to be held in reserve (such as a bond) to effectuate the roli-
back if the experiment is not successful. Another roli-back issues is how to address
changes to various codes and expiration dates over time, if a roll-back is necessary.
For example, if the experimental project is deemed unsuccessful seven years afterit's
built, and the decision is made fo roli-back to the project that complies with the codes,
does the design review approval remain valid? Can it be roll-back under the old
building code (it usually changes every three years)? How would a change to the
Zoning Ordinance affect the roll-back plan?; and -

4) A court-enforceable agreement between the applicant and the City would need to
be developed to specify that if the experiment is not successful the applicant agrees
to implement the roll-back plan and, if the applicant does not agree to do so, the City
would use the money held in reserve to implement the roll-back plan.

Staff believes that the goals of the SLRI are laudable and can envision a program that
could meet the SLRI goals; however, due to the inherent time and expense involved
with processing and monitoring a project under such a program, Staff anticipates that
the number of proposed experimental projects would be very low. The amount of
effort required to create and implement such a program would be very high; therefore,
the overall value of the program would be low. Because it is anticipated to be an
infrequently employed program, Staff does not recommend inclusion of the SLRI
program in the New Zoning Ordinance project. If the NZO Joint Committee is
interested in pursuing such a program, Staff recommends that it be handled as a
separate work effort.

SLRI representatives have provided additional information that is included among the
Public Comments received for Committee review prior to report preparation
(Attachment 6).
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Vill. Timeline / Next Steps

Joint Committee direction will be addressed in revisions to draft Module #3 prepared
for the Planning Commission review.

Upcoming schedule:

Planning Commission Module 3 Review & Public Workshop  October 2016
Draft Zoning Ordinance Release Late 2016/Early 2017

The website developed for this effot and can be found at
www.SantaBarbaraCA.govINZO. The website includes information on upcoming

meetings, reference materials associated with standards being reviewed, and an area
to provide public comment. For a more complete list of Module #3 topics, see Section
A.1, 2, 3 and 7 of the document titled *Zoning Standards to be Considered in the NZO
Work Effort” and also see Tasks 5 and 6 of the document titled “Scope of Work.” Both

documents (and more) can be found on the Reference Documents page at the NZO
website.

Staff encourages any public member that wishes to be noticed of future
meetings associated with this effort to register on the NZO website.

Attachments:

s @S

Draft Module 3: Administration, Parking, and Temporary Uses, dated August 16, 2016
New or Changed Content Affecting Development and Procedures, Highlights
Comparison of Minor Zoning Exceptions (MZE) and New Zoning Ordinance (NZO)
Parking Requirements for Specific Zones

Map: Proposed Central Business District Expansion

Public Comments Received
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New Zoning Ordinance

JOINT COMMITTEE MEETING
Staff Notes

Monday, August 29, 2016 9:00 A.M.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS: HARWOOD "BENDY" WHITE, COUNCILMEMBER, Chair
JOHN CAMPANELLA, PLANNING COMMISSIONER
MICHAEL JORDAN, PLANNING COMMISSIONER
SHEILA LODGE, PLANNING COMMISSIONER
CATHY MURILLO, MAYOR PRO TEMPORE
JUNE PuUJO, PLANNING COMMISSIONER, Alternate

STAFF: DANNY KATO, SENIOR PLANNER
MARCK AGUILAR, PROJECT PLANNER
BRENDA BELTZ, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
SCOTT VINCENT, ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY
JULIE RODRIGUEZ, PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY

ATTENDANCE:

Members Present: Council Member Bendy White, Planning Commissioner John Campanella,
Planning Commissioner Sheila Lodge, Planning Commission June Pujo, A/ternate
and Council Member Cathy Murillo

Members Absent: Planning Commissioner Michael Jordan

Staff Present: Marck Aguilar, Danny Kato, Brenda Beltz, Julie Rodriguez, and Scott Vincent.
Also present were, Dan Gullett, Supervising Transportation Planner, Rob Dayton,
Principal Transportation Planner, and Renee Brooke, City Planner.

Consultant: Martha Miller

STAFF OVERVIEW:

Staff explained that the purpose of the meeting was for staff and the new consultant to continue to gather input
from the committee members regarding their comments to Module 3: Administration, Parking, and Temporary
Uses.

EXHIBIT B
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PUBLIC COMMENT:

None.

MODULE THREE DISCUSSION ITEMS:

FIRST PUBLIC COMMENT:

Joe Rution, Allied Neighborhood Association:

e Stated that the original intent of the NZO process was housekeeping but the scope sweep does not
allow enough individual attention to substantive changes. Public input is diluted. He suggested that
policy matters and substantive changes get the attention they deserve.

Krista Pleiser, Santa Barbara Association of Realtors:
® Supports Staff recommendation “Option 2” to retain Minor Zoning Exceptions (MZE) as exceptions
in the Zoning Inspection Report (ZIR) Chapter.

Trish Allen, Suzanne Elledge Planning and Permitting Services, Inc.:

e Submitted a letter with suggestions. Her written comments focus on the parking ordinance and
whether it is going far enough.

e She appreciates the module process in splitting up the ordinance into separate modules. Staffis going
in the right direction.

o Perhaps we can go a little bit further with changing uses. If the property is nonconforming and there
is a change of use, it is difficult for that change of use to be parked with the current requirement.
Supports Option 2: Parking ratio of 1 space per 250 square feet for Food Service land uses.

The Committee and Staff discussed and affirmed the scope of the NZO process and the flow of the process at it
moves to the Planning Commission and Ordinance Committee. The Joint Committee requested that staff hi ghlight
proposed NZO policy changes in the Planning Commission staff report and identify what has been addressed
from the original NZO project scope. Pujo noted that the NZO effort has stayed close to the original scope and
asked if the structure of the hearing process could allow additional flexibility for focused discussion. Mr. Kato
responded that the Joint Committee technical meetings with the public serve as the forum for focused discussion.

L

ADMINISTRATION

QUESTIONS:
e Which of the following three options does the Committee prefer?
Option 1: Use NZO and Minor Modification
Option 2: Retain Minor “left-over” MZE items in ZIR Chapter as Exceptions
Option 3: Retain MZE as-is within NZO, also keep NZO as drafted.

MOTION Murillo/Pujo
Support staff recommendation of Option 2. Retain Minor “left-over” MZE items in ZIR Chapter as

Exceptions.
Ayes 5 Noes 0



New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) Joint Committee Meeting Notes Page 3

2. RULES OF MEASUREMENT

COMMITTEE’S COMMENTS:

Commissioner Pujo:

¢ Commented on Page 5 of the Staff Report and suggested that the discrepancy between existing grade
and natural grade be clarified.

e AlsoonPage 5 of the Staff Report, suggested that in the second paragraph that reads, “Building height
is measured from every point...” that the word ‘exterior’ be added before “opposite perimeter walls™.

e Struggling with the roof parapet. There are times when they work well with roofs. She is not sure if
the top of a roof parapet in the height should be excluded.

Commissioner Lodge:

e Does not want to exclude roof parapets in the building height.

Commissioner Campanella:

e Questioned whether fractions are also applied to inclusionary housing. Staff will follow up with a
response.

Commissioner White:

e Wants to keep it the way it is and not exclude parapets.

3 DEFINITIONS

COMMITTEE’S COMMENTS:

Commissioner Lodge:

e Suggested that the term “community apartment” be reviewed for circular reference to civil code.

Commissioner Campanella:

e Asked for clarification of the term ‘blockface’. Staff exemplified the definition on a flipchart
diagram. Consider removal if not applicable elsewhere in the ordinance.

Commissioner Pujo:

e Supported removal of development standards out of the definitions.

Commissioner White:

e Commissioner White concurred with Pujo.

Committee Chair White acknowledged a letter received from Art Ludwig that provided definitions to help the
committee.
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Committee Chair White called for a recess at 10:05 a.m. and reconvened the meeting at 10:18 a.m. Introductions
were made of all present.

SECOND PUBLIC COMMENT: Committee Chair White acknowledged two letters received by the
Community Environmental Council and Detty Peikert.

Ben Werner, Sustainable Living Resources Initiative (SLRI):

e Stated that the SLRI provides flexibility and accountability. He finds that it is hard for the Planning
Commission to approve a project when there is no accounting for impacts to the community.
Recommends formation of a sustainable living research committee.

Art Ludwig:
Submitted a handout and thanked the committee for its work.

He is trying to build two tiny sustainable adobe units and wants to see permitting obstacles removed.
He encouraged all to: 1) support staff to include all sustainable tools that can be managed; 2) support
staff to follow on work product for any key tools that do not make it into the current NZO revision;
and 3) include a mechanism that can account for actual quantitative project impacts.

Chiji Ochiagha, SLRI:
e Encouraged everyone to support adoption of the SLRI Ordinance. Supports higher housing density
and reduced parking requirements.

Joe Andrulaitis, Andrulaitis Nixon Architects: Asked that parking restrictions in the funk zone be

reconsidered and that nonconforming parking credits be kept. It is a shame to tear down old buildings to

put parking onsite.

e Include entire funk zone in the Central Business District (CDB). Look at ways to utilize under parked
beach areas at the beach for the funk zone.

Faye Cox:
e Supports SLRI

e Spoke to the housing crisis we have in not being able to employers to attract employees.
e Advocated for car sharing exploration and consideration.

Ellen Bildsten, Bildsten Architecture:

e Spoke in support of the SLRI Ordinance.

e Works often with Average Unit Size Density (AUD) projects and observes that the innovative parkmg
approach makes higher residential unit densities possible.

e Also, concurred with car sharing exploration. Suggests AUD projects include one space for car
sharing.

Cameron Gray, Community Environmental Council:
e Submitted a letter.

e Would like to see new requirements in the parking ordinance that require electric charging stations
and pre-wiring stubouts installed as part of development and a progressive vision for providing electric
vehicle charging for our community.

e Offered support for SLRI Ordinance as a great pathway for innovation.
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Phillip Tankosh. Zannon Foundation:
e Spoke in support of the SLIR Ordinance.

Jarrett Gorin, Vanguard Planning, Inc.:

e Concurred with Mr. Andrulaitis comments on Funk Zone.

e Supports Option 2 in the Staff Report: Parking Ratio of 1 space per 250 square feet for Food Service
Land Uses. It is a good balance for non-residential parking.

e Requested abolishing the “50% rule” for residential, but keeping for non-residential. It makes sense
in commercial projects, but on residential projects, parking demand is not related to the size of the
unit. The 50% requirement does not work for small houses.

Eve Sanford, Santa Barbara Bicycle Coalition:

e Thanked staff for updating bicycle parking requirements with recent adoption of the Bicycle Master
Plan.

e Looks forward to seeing more people shifting to riding bicycles.

e Looks forward to working with staff on definitions of long term and short term bicycle parking,
including proximity to units and size of the development, and bicycle commuter details.

Naomi Greene, East side resident:
e Concerned with impacts that AUD projects will have on parking.
e The East side neighborhood is already very congested.
o Bike lanes are great, but there are many people who do not ride or cannot ride and do not want to
drive.
Suggested looking into shuttle busses or shared taxies on the East side.
Also suggested looking into parking lots
Look into alternative and sustainable solutions that do not require using a car.

With no one else wishing to speak, public comment was closed at 10:51 a.m.
4. PARKING

FOOD SERVICE USES

QUESTION:

Which of the following three options does the Committee prefer?

Option 1: Use current fast food parking requirements (1/100) for all food service uses.
Option 2: Use retail parking requirements (1/250) for all food service uses.

Option 3: Use one parking ratio (1/150 or 1/200) for all food service and most other general commercial
and uses.

COMMENTS:

Council Member White:

e Asked Rob Dayton if the restaurants in the city run in the ITE parking range. Rob Dayton stated that
one parking space per 100 square feet would be the demand or one parking space for three seats.
People tend to opt for parking based on seating and staff typically finds that there are more seats than
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originally proposed. As a result, new restaurants tend to be under parked on that basis, combined with
existing non-conforming parking credit.

Stated that he has seen combination of the modification request coupled with a parking demand study
as a tool for development, and used fairly frequently. Mr. Kato was asked if he envisions this pair of
tools as a way to park a project to which he responded affirmatively.

Council Member Murillo:

Industrial businesses on the East side are getting squeezed out because people want to do other things,
such as a winery or beer venue. Our building industry finds that the yards with building materials are
displaced with materials now having to come from Oxnard, CA. She would like to protect and keep
industrial business here in Santa Barbara.

Referenced page 16 in the Staff Report and the food service parking requirement possibilities. She
has heard that while retail is not declining, people are shopping more online and wondered about our
vision for Downtown, especially with the lively Funk Zone environment. The food service function
and retail function on State Street are an urban planning discussion that is needed. Do we want to
easily change retail into food service? Mr. Kato responded that under Option 2 (1/250), retail and
food service would be treated the same.

Mr. Dayton offered the example of the successful Average Unit Density (AUD) program and asked
the committee give consideration to what land uses are to be encouraged for that will dictate the

parking needs.

Commissioner Pujo:

Asked for clarification of the reduction of parking requirements outside the Central Business District.
Mr. Kato responded with staff’s intent.

Asked for clarification on the 1 space per 250 square feet and 1 space per 500 square feet. Mr. Kato
explained that the ratios are based on interior floor area.

Supports Option 2. Agrees with the simplicity and the effect it will have in reuse of buildings.

Council Member White:

Commented on how service stations are adding convenience stores and eliminating grease racks.
Asked how service stations are parked now and whether we park them using the pump sites. He Mr.
Kato stated no we do not. We allow 1 space for 250 square foot area of internal floor area and that
covers the convenience store.

Likes the idea of preserving the warehousing by not letting the credits work and keeping flexibility in
place.

Commissioner Campanella:

Agrees with Council Member White. He supports Option 2 and taking away the credits for non-
conforming.

Commissioner Lodge:

Supports Option 2. We need to look separately at Funk Zone parking. City Planner Renee Brooke
noted that the Funk Zone is in the Coastal Zone. Any changes in the Coastal Zone require an additional
layer of approvals.
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MOTION Murillo/Lodge
Support Option 2: Use retail parking requirements (1/250) for all food service uses.

Ayes 5 Noes 0
NONCONFORMING PARKING and the FIFTY PERCENT (50%) RULE

Mr. Kato explained the “50% rule” that was raised during the discussion. Regardless of size, single-unit
houses require two parking spaces , although not all single-unit houses have them. If a proposal involves
additional square footage for a single-unit residence beyond a cumulative 50% of floor area that existed
on July 15, 1980 and the parking does not meet the current requirement, then the proposal must include
bringing the parking up to code, which means two covered parking spaces total. With the Floor Area
Ration (FAR), there are some allowances.

Commissioner Pujo:

e Asked if 1800 square feet was the maximum FAR used on any size lot. Mr. Kato said no and explained
how the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) works and how it relates to this particular revision.

e Asked what the parcel size was considered in regard to the 1800 square feet threshold. Mr. Kato
provided an explanation on how 1800 was reached.

Council Member Murillo:

e Asked for clarification on the 1800 square feet found in the staff report and the maximum 970 square
feet that any unit can be expanded. Mr. Kato explained that 1800 square feet is for a single residential
family home. The 970 square feet applies to duplexes and any multi-unit development.

Commissioner Campanella:

e Commented on the number of projects that are non-conforming or illegal and non-conforming, where
some units are retained and others are being torn down and redeveloped. As part of the redevelopment,
they still must park one unit, even if they get modifications. Mr. Kato concurred.

COMMENTS:

Commissioner Campanella:

e Leave the 50% rule as it is. If something is non-conforming, then you want to offer encouragement
for updating it and making it economically feasible.

e Suggested adding a few illustrations.

Commissioner Pujo:

e Agrees with adding up to the 1800 square feet for small houses, without adding additional parking. It
encourages upgrading of the smaller houses and avoids tear-downs.

e Does not think that adding 250 square feet as a set number for every property over that. That will not
work well with a lot of properties because it is a small addition. For that part, she agrees with
Commissioner Campanella on keeping the 50% for larger lots.

Commissioner Lodge:
e Agrees that the 250 square feet is too small, and 50% is too much. She suggests 30%.

Council Member White:
e Going up to 1800 square feet makes sense. 50% is a bit much. Can support Commissioner Lodge’s
idea of 30%.
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e Supports the approach of two-unit and multi-unit residential development.

Council Member Murillo:
e Agrees that if people have a larger lot, they should add parking.
e Recommends providing illustrations of the standards in support of discussion.

Staff will consider this direction and bring forward to the Planning Commission a revised approach.

BICYCLE PARKING

COMMENTS:

Commissioner Campanella:
e Asked how staff arrived at the demand rates. Dan Gullett, Supervising Transportation Planner,
responded that it was reviewed as part of the Bicycle Master Plan.

Commissioner Pujo:
e Inquired about motorcycle parking.
e A missing piece is sub-compact cars that do not require a 10-foot x 20-foot space.

MOTION Campanella/Murrillo
Approve Staff Recommendation

Ayes 5 Noes 0
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT BOUNDARY
OTHER PARKING

COMMENTS:

Council Member Murillo:

e Asked if this would create gentrification in removing much of the older businesses and bring in new
restaurants. Mr. Dayton, explained that this would only allow to keep the parking as it is and allow
for multiple uses within those areas.

e The Commercial-Manufacturing (C-M) Zone is not abundant.

e Would like to suggest a parking improvement district in the Funk Zone, as well as on Milpas Street.

Council Member White:
e Would like to have a closer look at land uses in the C-M Zone area where the CBD is proposed to
expand.

Commissioner Pujo:
e Agrees with Council Member White on the additional focus needed and with Council Member Murillo
on what’s going on in that area.
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MOTION Murillo/Lodge

Support staff’s recommendation at this time for the proposed CBD boundaries with the exception of the
C-M Zone. Staff to bring additional analysis of the CBD expansion into the C-M area for Planning
Commission discussion.

Ayes 5 Noes 0

OTHER PARKING

OFFSITE PARKING FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN COMMERCIAL ZONES

Question #1: Does the Committee support allowing offsite parking for residential uses in mixed-use
development?

Question #2: Does the Committee support allowing offsite parking for solely residential uses in
commercial zones?

COMMENTS:

Commissioner Lodge:
e Questioned where we would find such parking when we are already built out.

Council Member Murillo:
e Would like to maintain as much flexibility as possible on parking.

Commissioner Campanella:

e Agrees with maintaining flexibility.

e An owner may not have to give up as much space for parking.

e [t could reduce construction cost.

e It could help with size, bulk and scale. Instead of a four-story development, the design could be a
three-story development with adjacent parking.

Council Member White:

e Supports maximum flexibility.

e Recalled a De la Guerra Street project that had subterranean parking. There are opportunities for
someone to develop subterranean parking and sell space for use.

MOTION Campanella/Pujo
Agree with both Questions #1 and #2.

Ayes 5 Noes 0

ACCESSIBLE PARKING

Question: Does the Committee support requiring accessible parking in addition to a minimum of one
parking space per unit in new residential development?

No formal motion was taken, but the Committee unanimously agreed to support requiring accessible
parking in addition to a minimum of one parking space per unit in new residential development.
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5. TEMPORARY USES

COMMENTS:

Council Member Murillo:

e Stated that for some small business vendors, such as a local taco truck, 90 days per year or four hours
per day would not work for them. They come in when businesses are closed, park on private property,
and pay the property owners a fee to park on their property. Mr. Aguilar said that for vendors that
wanted to exceed the four hours a day, or days per year, a performance standard permit would be the
mechanism to consider the proposal.

e Inquired why six hours would not be the standard. Mr. Aguilar responded that initially it was three
hours and that after receiving input from the mobile vendor community, maximum time on site was
raised to four hours.

Commissioner Pujo:

e Inquired on how much time and cost a small business vendor is expending to obtain a performance
standard permit.

e Within a 10’ setback or on right-of-way, there are some places that work for vendors that are not being
addressed at all. Inquired on the rational for the 10” setback.

Council Member White:
e This is a reasonable step in the right direction and a good measured step.

Council Member Murillo asked Chair White if a member of the public could comment on temporary
parking uses, specifically food truck regulations.

Planning Commission Secretary Julie Rodriguez provided Spanish translation for Susana Nava,
Grandma’s Tamales, who commented on the challenges and hardships she encountered with meeting
compliance of current zoning and right of way regulations.

MOTION Lodge/Pujo
Support Staff’s recommendations.

Ayes 4  Noes 1 (Murillo)
6. OPEN YARD

COMMENTS:

Council Member White:
e Prefers to wait until Planning Commission has reviewed this item.

Commissioner Campanella:
e Suggested that perhaps this topic could be covered as a part of future AUD discussions.

Council Member Murillo:
e  Would like to give the applicant flexibility and choice.

Commissioner Lodge:
¢ Does not agree with open space on rooftops.
e There is no space for any landscaping. There is no place that a real tree can be planted.
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MOTION Murillo/Pujo
Move discussion to the Planning Commission with allowing the applicant flexibility.

Ayes 2 Noes 3 (Campanella, Lodge White)
The motion failed.

T SUBSTAINABLE LIVING RESEARCH INSTITUTE (SLRI)

Danny Kato recapped meetings held with the Sustainable Living Research Institute and provided examples
of how the proposed SLRI Ordinance might work, noting that there would be economic challenges to the
success of the approach. The SLRI was not included in the original NZO scope of work and would warrant
its own work program.

COMMENTS:

Commissioner Pujo:

e Appreciated that staff looked closely at SLRI and considered it.

e The funding is not insurmountable and is not a new idea.

e [t is outside the scope of the NZO, but recognizes that there is community interest.

e Suggested that at the minimum, a work program on how this could be done and what it would take
short term be prepared.

Council Member Murillo:

e Stated that Seattle has done this, so there is a model that can be looked at.

e Two Council Members can introduce this to City Council. She would be willing to take this to
Council, but Planning staff would need to work on it. Mr. Kato said that it would be a matter of
Planning’s workload.

Commissioner Campanella

e We are faced with the issue of sustainability

e Asked how the development would be measured, what would be the baseline?
e Suggested looking at applying it to a piece of property and monitoring it.

CONSENSUS: Committee agrees that SLRI is not in the scope of the NZO.
Ayes 5 Noes 0

Mr. Kato said that while the SLRI is not in the scope of the NZO, Council Members could decide to bring forward
for discussion at City Council.

Ben Wemer, Sustainable Living Research Institute, addressed the Committee requesting that a committee be
formed that could develop language for Ordinance adoption. Chair White suggested that the request be taken to
the Sustainability Committee.

The next step will be taking Module 3 to the Planning Commission in October.

Committee Chair White adjourned the meeting at 1:21 p.m.



City of Santa Barbara

New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) Module 3: Administration, Parking, and Temporary Uses

Relevant General Plan Policies

Land Use Element Policies

LG4.

LG8.

Principles for Development. Establish the following Principles for Development to focus growth,
encourage a mix of land uses, strengthen mobility options and promote healthy active living.

Mix of Land Uses. Encourage a mix of land uses, particularly in the Downtown to maintain its
strength as a viable commercial center, to include retail, office, restaurant, residential, institutional,
financial and cultural arts, encourage easy access to basic needs such as groceries, drug stores,
community services, recreation, and public space.

Mobility and Active Living. Link mixed-use development with main transit lines; promote active
living by encouraging compact, vibrant, walkable places; encourage the use of bicycles; and reduce
the need for residential parking.

Manufacturing Uses. Preserve and encourage the long-term integrity of light manufacturing uses.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered:

LG8.1 Narrow Commercial Uses. Narrow the range of permitted commercial uses to ancillary
types in the M-1 zone for protection of industrial/manufacturing and related land uses.

LG8.2 Limit Residential. Better define residential uses in the C-M Zone to both encourage
priority housing and to protect existing manufacturing and industrial uses.

2011 Circulation Element Policies

C6.8

C7.

Circulation Element Policy 6.8: Car-Sharing. Work with public and private interests to establish
various types of car-sharing.

Parking Management. Manage parking Downtown to reduce congestion, increase economic
vitality, and preserve Santa Barbara’s quality of life.
Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered.

C7.1  Appropriate Parking. Establish requirements for on and off-street parking in the Central
Business District (CBD) appropriate to the parking users as follow:

a. Maximize availability of customer parking in the CBD;
b. Limit/discourage employee use of public parking in the CBD, and maximize employee
commuting options to the CBD;

¢.  Manage and price public parking in the CBD so as not to put businesses in the CBD at
a competitive disadvantage with other south coast shopping options; and

d. Change residential parking requirements and permitting programs in the CBD to
maintain and/or increase the availability of on- and off-street customer parking.

C7.2  Downtown Parking Requirements. Update the boundary of the delineated area of the
Central Business District to include more of the commercial area.

EXHIBIT D



C7.5 Residential Parking Requirements. Allow residential land development projects to
“unbundle™ parking (i.e., selling or renting residential units separate from parking stalls)
within the commercial and high density residential land use designations to address
affordability and development size, bulk, and scale.

C7.6  Residential Off-site Parking. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow residential required
parking off-site in commercial zones.

C7.7  Bicycle Parking and Other Needs. Require all multi-family and commercial projects to be
designed to meet the needs of bicyclists (e.g., secure parking, storage, lockers, showers,
etc.)

1997 Circulation Element Policies

Economic Vitality 1.1
The City shall establish, maintain, and expand a mobility system that supports the economic vitality of

local businesses.

1.1.1  Optimize access and parking for customers in business areas by implementing policies of
the Circulation Element aimed at reducing dependence upon the automobile, and improving and
increasing pedestrian, bicycle use, and transit use.

Equality of Convenience and Choice 2.1
Work to achieve equality of convenience and choice among all modes of transportation.

2.1.5 Manage the supply of parking on a City-wide basis and suggest methods to better utilize
existing parking or to provide additional parking.

2.1.9  Explore ways to continue the concentration of development Downtown and along transit
corridors to facilitate the use of transit and alternative modes of transportation.

Bikeway System 4.2
The City shall work to expand, enhance, and maintain the system of bikeways to serve current community
needs and to develop increased ridership for bicycle transportation and recreation.

4.2.6  Increase attractive, convenient, and secure bike parking and storage facilities on public
property and encourage the provision of the same on private property

Parking Supply 7.2
The City shall improve ways to utilize existing parking and create new parking opportunities through
partnerships and cooperation.

7.2.7  Develop methods to optimize the use of on street parking. These methods may include

the following:

e the reduction of red painted curbs and other street parking prohibitions where safe and
feasible,

e considering using on-street parking, where available, to satisfy private parking demands,

o allowing design flexibility and building siting that enhances the use of alternative means of
travel, and

e increasing the availability and use of alternative means of travel to reduce the demand for
parking spaces.

7.2.8  Encourage uses with different peak parking hours to share facilities and, therefore, reduce

the total number of required parking spaces.



Parking Requirements and Standards 7.4
The City shall update its Parking Requirements and Design Standards to optimize its parking resources
and to encourage increased use of alternative transportation.

7.4.1  Incorporate innovative design standards, such as tandem parking, stacked parking, and
valet parking.

7.4.2  Consider allowing on-site parking requirements to be reduced if amenities are provided
that support the use of alternative transportation.

7.4.3  Survey land uses, public parking supplies, and available alternative modes of
transportation prior to considering changes in parking requirements.

7.4.4  Consider amending the parking standards of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code to allow
reduced parking standards for uses such as delivery services, courier services, and phone and mail
order services that help reduce automobile trips.

Downtown Parking and Economic Viability 8.1
The City shall continue to manage the Downtown public parking supply to support the economic vitality
of the Downtown business district while sustaining or enhancing its historical and livable qualities.

8.1.1  Operate and manage the Downtown public parking program in partnership with the
Downtown community to reduce the need for employee parking and to increase available parking
for customers and clients.

8.1.3  Consider reducing or eliminating the parking requirements for small businesses and small
additions (as defined in the Santa Barbara Municipal Code), when adequate alternatives are
operational.

Downtown Housing 8.5
The City shall promote/facilitate the development of housing to decrease the need for parking through an
increased walking/biking population that lives, works, and shops in the Downtown.

8.5.2  Allow residential parking in public parking lots for mixed use development after ensuring
that there is adequate capacity to serve existing uses.

Compact Development 13.2

Without increasing the City wide development potential as provided for in the existing Zoning Ordinance
and General Plan. the City shall allow more compact, pedestrian oriented development along major transit
corridors

13.2.2 Consider amending the Zoning Ordinance to:

e allow increased residential densities and more compact, pedestrian oriented, non-residential
development along streets identified as major transit corridors, and

e reduce parking requirements for properties near major transit corridors if it can be
demonstrated that a negative impact will not occur. In conjunction with this reduction, the
City shall evaluate and aggressively monitor the results to ensure continued use of alternative
means of travel and to justify reduced parking demands.

Incentives for Mixed Use 13.3
Provide incentives for mixed use development.

13.3.2 Continue to identify and pursue new strategies to encourage the development of mixed
use projects.



Neighborhood Serving Uses 13.5

Determine the need for residential neighborhood services and commercial uses that support the City’s
mobility goals. Provide opportunities to address those needs, while preserving and protecting the
neighborhood character.

13.5.1 Allow small scale neighborhood serving commercial uses in residential areas if supported
by affected property owners. Ensure that the character of the surrounding neighborhood is
protected.

13.5.2 Consider amending the Zoning Ordinance to:

e reduce or eliminate automobile parking requirements for small scale neighborhood serving
commercial uses,

e encourage the establishment of new social/neighborhood centers, and

e grandfather existing non-conforming uses.

Housing Element Policies

H17.

Flexible Standards. Implement changes to development standards to be more flexible for rental,
employer sponsored workforce housing, affordable housing projects, and limited equity co-
operatives, where appropriate.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered:

H17.1 Parking Requirements. Consider incremental changes to the Zoning Ordinance parking
requirements such as:

*  Reducing parking requirements for projects that develop under the Average Unit-Size
Density Incentive Program to | space minimum per unit.

»  Allowing tandem parking

= Providing more flexibility for constrained sites (e.g., allowing for more than one
maneuver, use of car stacking devices or other space saving measures)

= Eliminating guest parking requirements for housing in the Downtown commercial area
= Rounding down when calculating parking requirements

H17.2 Zoning Standards. Consider amending the Zoning Ordinance to change how, where and
the extent of outdoor living space, yard and setback requirements for housing in commercial
Zones.

Economy and Fiscal Health Element Policies

EFg,

EF12.

EF15.

Infrastructure Improvements. Identify, evaluate and prioritize capital improvements that would
assist in business retention or expansion, such as increased public transit, a rail/transit transfer
center, city-wide wi-fi, sidewalk improvements, or consolidated customer parking facilities.

Re-Use of Commercial Space. Provide incentives for adaptive re-use of vacant commercial
buildings.
Protect Industrial Zoned Areas. Preserve the industrial zones as a resource for the service trades,

product development companies, and other industrial businesses not precluding priority housing in
the C-M, Commercial Manufacturing Zone.



Historic Resources Element

HR2. Historic Structures. Protect historic structures through building height limits, reduced densities
and other development standards in Downtown.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered:

HR2.3 Adaptive Reuse. Encourage the adaptation of the structure for uses other than the original
intended use when the original use of a historic structure is no longer viable,

Environmental Resources Element

ER8. Low-Emission Vehicles and Equipment. Expand infrastructure and establish incentives for use
of lower emission vehicles and equipment (e.g., parking priority, electric vehicle plug-ins). Support
the amendment of speed limit restrictions to permit the wider use of electric vehicles.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered:

ER8.1 Electric Vehicles. Monitor electric car development, including the projected availability
of new vehicles and the types of charging stations that will serve those vehicles. Require
the installation of the most commonly used types of electric charging stations in all major
new non-residential development and remodels as appropriate, based on increases in the
electric vehicle fleet and the availability of suitable charging technology. Provide expedited
permitting for installation of electric vehicle charging infrastructure in residential,
commercial, and industrial development. Consider changing the Building Code to require
pre-wiring for electric vehicle charging infrastructure in new and substantial remodels of
residential units.
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NZO Chapter 28.23 Open Yards - Proposed (Module 2: Development Standards)

A. Purpose. The provisions of this Section are intended to provide standards for minimum
open areas within residential development. Required open yard areas are intended to
promote desirable living conditions, a sense of openness on residential development, and
to provide minimum useful space for outdoor enjoyment.

B. Applicability. Open yards as described in this Section shall be required in all zones for all
residential uses; unless otherwise provided in Chapter TBD, Standards for Specific Uses
and Activities.

Cl Minimum Area and Dimensions. The minimum area and dimensions of required open
yards shall be provided as follows:
1. Lots Developed with Single-Unit and Two-Unit Residential:

a. Minimum Area: 1,250 square feet on lots 4,000 square feet or greater; 800
square feet on lots less than 4,000 square feet.

b. Minimum Dimensions: 20 feet long and 20 feet wide.

2 Lots Developed with Multi-Unit Residential or Mixed Use:

a. Minimum Area: 15 percent of the net lot area;
b. Minimum Dimensions. 10 feet long and 10 feet wide.
c. Private Open Yard. In addition to open yard meeting the minimum area and

minimum dimension requirements in subparagraphs a. and b. above, Private
Open Yard, is required for each residential unit. Private Open Yards located
on grade, or on decks no more than 36 in height above grade, may overlap
with other required open yard areas.

i Private Open Yard Located on the First Story:

(1) Minimum Area:

(a) Studio unit: 100 square feet

(b) 1 Bedroom unit: 120 square feet

(c) 2 Bedroom unit: 140 square feet
(d) 3 or more Bedroom unit: 160 square feet
2 Minimum Dimensions: 10 feet long and 10 feet wide
ii. Private Open Yard Located on a Second or Higher Story:
() Minimum Area:

(a) Studio unit: 60 square feet

(b) 1 Bedroom unit: 72 square feet

(©) 2 Bedroom unit: 84 square feet
(d) 3 or more Bedroom unit: 96 square feet
) Minimum Dimensions: Six feet long and six feet wide.
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Standards. The following standards shall apply to all required open yard areas:

(M

Open. Required open yard areas shall be open, unenclosed, and unobstructed by
structures from the ground upward, except as provided in Section TBD,
Encroachments into Setbacks and Open Yards. Required open yard shall not be
located under enclosed floor area.

Availability. All open yard areas, except Private Open Yards required by
28.04.010.C.2.c above, shall be made available to all residents on site as either
communal areas, or as, private areas. Each residential unit shall have access to at
least one open yard area that meets the minimum dimension requirement. Open
vard divided into private areas, shall be contiguous to and accessible from the
residential unit for which it serves.

Protection From Vehicles. Required open yards shall be protected from vehicles
by a physical barrier.

Additional Standards for Private Open Yards. The following additional standards
shall apply to all Private Open Yard areas:

a. Availability. Private Open Yards shall be designed to ensure adequate
privacy and usability and must be contiguous to and accessible from the unit
served.

b. Required Fence, Screen, Wall, or Hedge. Private Open Yard areas located

in either the front yard or adjacent to another Private Open Yard area shall
be surrounded by a solid fence, screen, wall or hedge with a minimum
height of five feet and a maximum height of six feet. This requirement may
be reduced or waived as determined by the appropriate design review board.

Location. Required open yard areas shall comply with all of the following location
requirements:

1

Allowed Areas. Required open yard areas may include interior setbacks and any
combination of landscaped areas, natural areas, flat areas, hillsides, paved or other
hardscape areas, in-ground swimming pools and spas, and planters and decks that
meet the standards of this Section.

On Grade. Required open yard areas must be located on the ground or decks no
more than 36 inches in height above grade.

Multiple Areas. Required open yards shall be located in one or multiple areas that
meet minimum dimension requirements.

Front Yards. Required open yard area may be located within front yards, except as
follows.

a. Primary Front Setback All required open yard areas shall be located outside
the primary front setback and outside the first 10 feet of any secondary front
setback measured from the front lot line.

b. Lots Developed with Single-Unit and Two-Unit Residential. Lots developed
with Single-Unit and Two-Unit Residential must locate at least one open
yard area that meets the required minimum dimensions outside the front
yard.



5. Additional Location Requirements for Private Open Yards. The following
additional location requirements shall apply to all Private Open Yard areas:

a.

Multiple Stories. Dwelling units that occupy more than one story may
provide required Private Open Yard on any story.

Balconies, Patios or Decks. Private Open Yard areas may be located on a
balcony, patio, or deck of any height.

Planters. Private Open Yard areas may include planter areas no more than
50 square feet.

Front Yards. Private Open Yards located on the first story shall be a
minimum of 10 feet from any front lot line, and the total area of all Private
Open Yards provided in front yards may not exceed 50 percent of the total
front yard area, exclusive of driveways, turnarounds, or parking areas.

Creeks. Private Open Yards Areas may not be located within any
watercourse, , or within any required watercourse development limitation
area.

6. Prohibited Locations. Required open yard areas shall not include any of the
following:

a.

Vehicle Areas. Areas designated for use by motor vehicles such as
driveways, turnarounds, or parking areas; as well as required parking lot
landscaping and screening pursuant to Section TBD, Parking Area Design
and Development Standards.

Access and Egress Areas. Areas designed to provide access and/or egress
and remain open and passable such as front porches, landings, stairs, and
ramps, required access/egress path on a multi-unit or mixed use
development.

Non-Residential Areas. Areas used or designed for use by any non-
residential purpose.

Alternative Open Yard. Approval may be granted by the Review Authority to replace or
reduce the Private Open Yard(s) with a common area, provided that all standards except
those for Private Open Yards are met, and there is at least one area with a minimum
dimension of 20° long and 20" wide, located on grade or on decks of any height, or on any
floor of the building, that is accessible to all units for use as a common open yard area.

Findings. Approval may only be granted if the Review Authority finds that:

A.

The waiver is necessary to provide flexibility in architectural style or site
organization, such as the preservation of natural features, enhanced
circulation, shared amenities, or the protection/creation of scenic views;
and

Approval of the alternative design will meet the purpose of the required
open yard, as described in this Section.



28.04.020 Nonconforming Open Yard

A.

Review Authority. Approval may be granted by the Community Development
Director for any new buildings or structures, or any additions and alterations to
existing or reconstructed buildings or structures, on a site that is nonconforming to
any required open yard area, pursuant to Section TBD, Open Yards, provided that
the project meets the Criteria and Limitations, below.

Criteria.
L. There is no increase in the number of residential units on the lot; and
2 There is no increase to the number of bedrooms for any residential unit, if

the additional bedrooms will result in an increase to the open yard required
on site, unless the additional area is provided; and

3. There is no reduction of the Designated Nonconforming Open Yard, as
described below; and

4, All other development standards are met.

Designated Nonconforming Open Yard. On all lots with nonconforming open
vard, the Community Development Director shall designate the Nonconforming
Open Yard on an approved plan, using the following procedure:

1. The largest, most usable area, or areas, that most closely meet the Minimum
Dimensions, Location, and Standards required pursuant to Section TBD,
Open Yards shall be used until the Minimum Area has been reached, if
possible. If there are multiple areas that meet these requirements, the
Director shall determine which areas shall be included, based on the purpose
of the Open Yard, as described in this Section.

2. The Nonconforming Open Yard shall not include the following:
The primary front setback;

b.  The first 10" of the secondary front setback measured from the front
lot line; or

c.  On lots developed with Single-Unit or Two-Unit Residential, areas
less than 10° long by 10” wide.

Limitations. Approval shall not be granted by the Director for any of the following
types of development:

L. If the Designated Nonconforming Open Yard is less than 50 percent of the
Minimum Area required pursuant to Section TBD, Open Yards; or

2. Any reduction of required Private Open Yards.
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Comparison of AUD Development Incentives

Before and After NZO

AUD Development Incentive

e Building Height — may be built up to 4
stories, instead of 3; max 45’ in height.

e R-3 and R4 Zones Setbacks — removed
the 15’ three-story setback.

e Distance Between Buildings -

10

minimum.

e Parking - one automobile and ¢:me|
bicycle space per unit.

e Open Yard -

1)

2)

projects electing to use Private
Outdoor Living Space may choose
to, but are not required to, provide
10% of the lot as additional open
space;

projects electing to use Common
Outdoor Living Space may provide
the Common Open Yard on grade or
on any floor of the building.

Exhibit J

NZO — Description of Change

Building Height —story limitation removed
citywide.

R-3 and R-4 Zones Setbacks — removed the
15’ three-story setback from RM-H zone.

Distance Between Buildings — distance
between buildings removed citywide.

Parking — no change to AUD; but bicycle |
parking required on all multi-units.

Open Yard — no change to AUD

1)

2)

projects electing to use Private Open
Yard may choose to, but are not
required to, provide 15% of the lot as
additional open space;

projects electing to use Common
Open Yard may provide the Common
Open Yard on grade or on any floor of
the building.






ﬂuilar, Marck

From: MAguilar@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2016 4:39 PM

To: Aguilar, Marck

Subject: New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) Website Feedback

New Submission from the New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) website feedback form.

First and Last Name: : Carolle Van Sande
Email Address: : carolle@bristolsb.com

Comments: : I am concerned about what appears to be additional restrictions being proposed for the C-O
zone, soon to be renamed O-M. Currently the C-0O ordinance allows "business and occupations
substantially similar" to medical and dental. The NZO will eliminate "similar" uses as professional office
would be not allowed. This is an unnecessary hardship to place on property owners. There is no logical
reason for this restriction. The medical industry is changing and has been changing dramatically with
Obama Care. Ask any Dr. It is more and more difficult for individual practitioners to survive, and to
restrict a property owner so that they can lease only to a medical or dental business will increase vacancy,
reduce tax income etc etc. Please do revise that section of the NZO to include "business and professional
substantially similar" as currently allowed. For example, under the proposed NZO an office for AARP, or
the Alzheimer's Association or for Senior Care Services would not be allowed in a O-M zone. Clearly that
would be a compatible use in a medical complex and welcome. I hope to hear a reply. Regards Carolle Van
Sande carolle@bristolsb.com

This is an automated email sent from the City of Santa Barbara New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) Website
Feedback web form. If you feel have received this email in error, please contact the City Webmaster,

Webmaster@SantaBarbaraCA.qgov.

» NULL

EXHIBIT K



ﬁjuilar, Marck

From: MAguilar@SantaBarbaraCA.gov

Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 2016 10:10 AM

To: Aguilar, Marck

Subject: New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) Website Feedback

New Submission from the New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) website feedback form.

First and Last Name: : Jim Turner
Email Address: : jturner@radiusgroup.com

Comments: : I am a commercial real estate broker with Radius Group here in town. Over the last several
years we have witnessed a decrease in the demand for medical office space. I feel it is a reflection of the
medical industry's difficulty in doctors being able to operate a successful practice. Insurance companies
are decreases their reimbursements to the doctors. With that said, I feel we have more than enough
properties zoned for medical uses, that is currently warranted in our local market. Allowing landlords the
ability to lease to non-medical uses, assuming the use is compatible, would increase their chances to
secure additional tenants for their property. I would hope that the City of Santa Barbara would understand
this transformation in our marketplace and adjust the zoning uses to reflect this change in our market.

This is an automated email sent from the City of Santa Barbara New Zoning Ordinance (NZO) Website
Feedback web form. If you feel have received this email in error, please contact the City Webmaster,

Webmaster@SantaBarbaraCA.gov.

: NULL





